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, second 


t lS Claims 4-7 ari^ected under 35 U.S.C. a%2 
perearaph. as beln 3 indefinite for *eilin fl to particularly point 
out and distinctly clei™ the subject natter .Men applicant 

regards as the invention. 

Recitation -a hrush assembly" (claim 6) is not clear, see 
claim 7; "the motor" (claim 7> no antecedent basis, "brush body" 

(two occurrences, claim 7) not clear. 

j.u „r II s C § 103 which forms 
The following is a quotation 3 ".S.C ■ Qffice 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the inv ^njsuot^ 
identically disclosed or ^scribed as j. ^ 

102 of this title, if the i d " :te J en ^ nrior art are such that 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art ar 


the subject mattfer as a whole would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 
of this title, shall not preclude patentability under this 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invention 
were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same 
person* 

Claims 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Baizes, Strobl or Campbell in view of Muller, 
or Muller alone. ' ^ >s v 

Baines (Fig. 1 ) ,Lstrph±- ( Fig^a-S^ 7^9) or Campbell (Fig. 1) 
generally teaches the recited subject matter, except for support 
arms and brushes having different resonance frequency. Muller 
(Fig. 3) teaches wiper arms which are analogous to brushes and 
arms. The arm of Muller are of different lengths or sizes and 
the resonance frequencies of the arms are of different. 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled In the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the sizes of the brushes of 
Baines, Strobl or Campbell in view of teaching in Muller so that 
the difference in length or size of the wiper arms, which is 
equivalent to brushes and arms, would produce different resonance 
frequencies because all reference are in the same environment. 

Further, note that fuller (col. 2, lines 33-40) te^es wiper 
arms, which are analogous to the subject support and brush means, 
of different lengths or sizes so that the resonance frequencies 
will be different. It would have been obvious to a person of an 
ordinary skill in the art that the recited subject matter does 
not produce substantial unobvious or unexpected results over 
Muller. 

The proposed drawing correction and/or the proposed 
substitute sheets of drawings, filed on January 15, 1992 have 
been approved. 

The Patent and Trademark Office no longer makes drawing 
changes. 1017 0. G. 4. It is applicant's responsibility to 
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ensure that the drawings are corrected. Corrections must be made 
in accordance with the instructions below. 



Skudy/ds 
March 17, 1992 


